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Executive Summary
This report examines the secession phenomena that in the past t~atened to
breakup California's most populous region and what efforts are being made
currently by areas to secede from Los Angeles County and City.
•

Los Angeles County covers over 4,083 square miles. It is a geographic
conglomeration that ranges from dense urban metropolitan districts
to rustic rural settings and conceivably every type of community in
between.

•

The Los Angeles Metropolitan Area is also a microcosm of the United
States as a whole, and includes populations at all levels of the social and
economic ladder. The multiplicity of international cultures present in Los
Angeles acts as an magnet and the area has become a nucleus for
legal and illegal immigrants coming to the United States.

•

A growing movement in the San Fernando Valley is considering breaking
away from the City of Los Angeles. Many ofthe 1.5 million Valley
residents feel that they need more self determination over local matters.
California State Assemblywoman Paula Boland (R-Northridge) has
introduced legislation, AB 2043, that if signed into law could help the
Valley secede.

•

There have been four failed attempts by areas since 1976 to secede from LA
County. Two of the failed campaigns were separate Canyon County
initiatives-- one was voted on in 1976 and the other in 1978. Canyon
County's boundaries would have included the Santa Clarita Valley, north to
the Kern County line. Two other failed secession movements in 1978
were to create Peninsula County on the Palos Verdes Peninsula and an
attempt to form South Bay County along the beach communities, south of
Los Angeles International Airport.

•

Factors such as the riots that followed the Rodney king verdicts and the
near bankruptcy of the county's health system have convinced many people
that Los Angeles is too big and has too many problems.

•

One solution for managing the Los Angeles region could be to break it up.
Corporations in the private sector have successfully divided up the Los
Angeles area into manageable units or regions and some government
agencies also manage the county by dividing it up into divisions.
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Recent Secession
Movements From Los Angeles
Jamie Langius

Introduction
Throughout California's rich history many battles have been fought over
territory and land. Past conflicts have been fought with obsidian tipped spears,
money and guns. Since the 1970s, however, territory battles in Los Angeles
County have been fought at the ballot box. With the rallying calls of "local
control" and "self determination," secession proponents have tried to break away
their areas from the perceived monstrosity of Los Angeles County.
Recently a new cry for city independence has swelled in the San Fernando
Valley. Some Valley residents and business owners have proposed breaking
away from the City of Los Angeles and this renewed idea has once again sparked
interest countywide.
California has seen some successful county divisions in the past and the last
county to be formed in California came in 1907 when Imperial County split away
from San Diego County. The last area to secede from Los Angeles County was
when Orange County broke away in the 1880s.
Los Angeles County covers over 4,083 square miles and has over 9,369,800
inhabitants. It is a geographic conglomeration that encompasses areas from dense
urban metropolitan districts to rustic rural settings and conceivably every
type of community in between. The entire Los Angeles region is also a
microcosm of the United States as a whole, and includes populations at every level
of the social and economic ladder. The multiplicity of international cultures
present in Los Angeles acts as an intense magnet and the area has become a
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nucleus for legal and illegal immigrants coming to the United States. The City of
Los Angeles currently has a population of3,452,000 on its 457 square miles of
city annexed land.*
This report gives some historical background about recent secession
movements from Los Angeles County, chronicling the four failed attempts and
their associated election results. The report also includes graphical displays of Los
Angeles County, one from Kaiser Permanente!United Way and the other from the
Los Angeles Times that shows how these private corporations divide up or manage
the enormity that is Los Angeles.

Secession Procedures and Campaigns
There are different methods for secession depending on whether the
proposed area in question wants to detach from a city or county. To successfully
secede from a county two procedures are required. First, signatures must be
obtained from 25 percent of the voters in the newly proposed area to qualifY for
the ballot. Once placed on the county wide ballot, a majority of the people casting
ballots must affirmatively vote to establish the new county. According to Government Code Section 57079, for an area to successfully secede away from a city, the
secession proposal must be heard before the conducting authority (the city council)
and accepted without a resolution to terminate the detachment proceedings .I
State law was changed in 1974 to ease the process of creating new counties.
Since then, four attempts to break away from Los Angeles County have been
placed on the ballot and all four were rejected ~y the voters.2
Two of the failed attempts to break away from Los Angeles County were
separate Canyon County campaigns held in 1976 and 1978. Both times the

*The 1990 Population figure for Los Angeles County was 8,863,164. As of 1 January 1996, the
population figure provided by the Los Angeles County Office of Public Information had reached
9,369,800 an increase of 506,636. While the county of Los Angeles has shown an increase in
population over the last five years, the City of Los Angeles has shown a decrease in population. The
1995 population figure of 3,452,000 obtained from the Los Angeles City Planning Department of
Demographics and Statistics is 33,000 less than the 1990 population figure of 3,485,398. The
City attributes the decrease to the California recession and the Northridge Earthquake.
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Canyon County boundaries included the Santa Clarita Valley north to the Kern
County line and excluded the Antelope Valley area to the east. The two other
failed secession movements from Los Angeles County were both on the same
countywide ballot in 1978. One was to create Peninsula County on the Palos
Verdes Peninsula and the other to form South Bay County along the beach communities, south of Los Angeles International Airport.
Many other areas have discussed seceding from Los Angeles County, but none
of them have completed the process to qualifY for the ballot. Proponents from the
Long Beach area in 1978 were looking at the idea of a Los Cerritos County, and
that year there were also backers for a San Fernando Valley County. In 1987,
then California Assemblywoman Sally Tanner (D-El Monte) explored a proposal
to break away the San Gabriel Valley from Los Angeles County. In 1991, a
group of Antelope Valley business leaders, complained that they were being
treated like remote stepchildren by mostly urban Los Angeles County. They
began to consider a campaign to secede and join their neighboring San Bernardino
communities in a new All-Desert County} Similarly in 1992, a Thousand Oaks
based research group, The Conejo Future Foundation, discussed forming Conejo
County out of neighboring areas situated in both Los Angeles and Ventura
Counties.
This year there have been two secession proposals floated that would impact
the Los Angeles area. San Fernando Valley residents are considering breaking
away from the City of Los Angeles and forming a San Fernando Valley City.
Many Valley residents have expressed that they would like to have more self
determination over the local matters that affect the Valley and some Valley business people would like to get out from under what many have described as Los
Angeles' onerous business regulations. California Assemblywoman Paula Boland
(R-Granada Hills) has introduced legislation, AB 2043, that if signed into law
would terminate the City of Los Angeles' right to block the secession. The bill
adds a subsection (c) to Government Code Section 57079, stating that the section
does not apply in cities that have a population of over 2 million persons. 4
Also this year, State Assemblywoman Diane Martinez (D-Rosemead) from the
San Gabriel Valley proposed a bill that would provide funding for a fiscal impact
report on the subject of dividing Los Angeles County into three parts. This bill
died however when it failed to pass a State Assembly committee.5
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Canyon County
Twice in the 1970s the residents ofNorthwestem Los Angeles County gathered
enough petition signatures to place on the ballot the creation of Canyon County (See
figure 1). They felt cut off from the metropolitan area ofLos Angeles where the seat of
county power rests, just as the
proponents of the Orange County
Proposed Canyon County
secession had felt in 1889.
Canyon County separatists qualified their first initiative for the
November 2, 1976, Los Angeles
County wide ballot as Proposition
F. The proponents had gathered
the signatures of over 25 percent
of the registered voters within the
newly proposed county's borders.
Back in 1976, the wide open
area of proposed Canyon County
consisted of 730 square miles.
The population was
approximately 67,000 inhabitants
and there were no incorporated
cities.

Fig. 1 Canyon County's proposed boundaries for both the
1976 and 1978 Los Angeles County wide ballot proposals.
Los Angeles Times Map by Patrick Lynch, (Retouched).

Because the proposed county in 1976 had less than 350,000 residents, the proposal
was required to be evaluated by a commission created by the Governor's office. A
County Formation Review Commission appointed by Gov. Brown studied the proposed
secession and determined that Canyon County was capable of supporting itself. The new
political unit might have to raise taxes, find new revenue sources, or curtail services, but
nevertheless the commission said there was no compelling reason why it could not
survive on its own. 6
The commission found different results when Canyon County tried to break away in
1978. The population had grown to 73,000 residents and had a new hurdle in Proposition
13 (See Appendix), which had passed in June of 1978. Prop. 13 cast a heavy shadow over
the four month state-required study of the proposed county by the special commission.
The commission found Canyon County's ability to survive financially would have been
assured had Proposition 13 not passed. Canyon County would have been economically
viable, with the ability to provide all mandated and other services at a fully satisfactory
level, without any increase in the current tax rate, the commission reported. 7 Brown was
an outspoken opponent of Proposition 13 and his opinion was apparently reflected by the
commission in their 1978 report.
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Los Angeles County eventually would have to raise additional revenue to pay
for the high amount of social services it provided. The growing population in the
proposed Canyon County area was considered an additional income producer by
Los Angeles County. Like most counties, Los Angeles was beginning to feel the
budget pinch as the state legislature began talking about increasing the state's
share of county property taxes.
Opponents to the secession included the Los Angeles Times Editorial Board,
the Los Angeles County Fire Fighters Union (in 1976 only) and the county's
Economy and Efficiency Commission.

Opponents' Arguments

+

Los Angeles County would have to subsidize the new county, paying for
services during the 29 month allowed transition period.

+

A domino effect of wealthier areas would follow Canyon County's lead
and desert Los Angeles County and its urban problems.

+

It would aggrevate the urgency for structuring and regional planning.

+

Los Angeles County would lose $14.7 million in certain properties.

+

Lower levels of service in Canyon County could endanger other parts of
Los Angeles County, such as out-of-control brush fires.

Proposed Canyon County Proposition
Election
Results

Proposition F

Proposition K

Canyon County
November 2, 1976

Canyon County
November 7, 1978

Votes in Proposed Area
Yes 13,956 55.3%
No 11,286 44.7%

Votes in Proposed Area
Yes 13,214 59%
No 9,027 41%

Votes in Rest of County
Yes 691,303 31.8%
No 1,479,428 68.2%

Votes in Rest of County
Yes 559,379 36%
No 1,003,828 64%

Table 1
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Proponents' Arguments
+

Canyon County residents would receive better care from a closer, local
government.

•

Many communities in Canyon County are 40 to 7 5 miles from the seat of
county authority in the City of Los Angeles.

+

Canyon County residences would pay lower taxes to receive comparable
services.

+

Canyon County residents would be spared from the eventual meltdown of
county services provided to urban areas of Los Angeles County.

Two outspoken proponents for Canyon County were Canyon County Formation
Committee President Harry Fedderson and Vice President Robert Silverstein.
Fedderson was also a candidate for the Canyon County Board of Supervisors.
"The difference is that if we form a county we know the services will go there,"
F edderson said. If we stay in Los Angeles County, we may get to the point where
Los Angeles County was after the passage of Proposition 13 and before the state
bailed us out- removal of all possible services to downtown [Los Angeles]. "8

Election Results
Comparison Graphs
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Fig. 2 The number of votes cast for the creation
of Canyon County in the proposed area,
comparing 1976 and 1978.
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Fig. 4 The number of votes cast for the
creation of Canyon County in Los Angeles
County, outside of the proposed area, comparing 1976 and 1978.
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Fig. 3 The percentage of votes cast for the
creation of Canyon County in the proposed
area, comparing 1976 and 1978.
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Fig. 5 The percentage of votes cast for the
creation of Canyon County in Los Angeles
County outside of the proposed area,
comparing 1976 and 1978.
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Canyon County Summary
The vote percentage totals within
both the proposed area and the rest
ofLos Angeles County increased in
favor of Canyon County breaking
away from 1976 to 1978. In both
areas the percentage of YES votes
increased while the percentage of
NO votes decreased. There have not
been any other serious attempt to
secede from Los Angeles County
since 1978. The proponents' arguFig. 6 The shaded area represents the
ments of local control, lower taxes
Canyon County portion of Los Angeles County.
and Los Angeles County's present
Los Angeles Times map. (Retouched)
state of fiscal uneasiness all could
contribute to a re-awakening of residents in the Northwestern section of Los Angeles County to again strike up the secession movement. Since 1978 the two Six
Flags Magic Mountain Amusement parks and the accompanying businesses in the
immediate area have expanded immensely. They may favor a promise of lower
taxes and more local control in their own county.

Peninsula County and
South Bay County
Propositions C (South Bay County) and D (Peninsula County) were placed
before the voters ofLos Angeles County on June 6, 1978 (see figure 7). These
two ballot measures were turned down by Los Angeles County voters. The
proponents raised virtually no campaign contributions and relied on the
anti-tax attitude being whipped up by the Jarvis-Gann Initiative, Proposition 13,
that appeared on the same ballot. Opposition was encountered from Los Angeles
County Supervisor Kenneth Hahn, Gov. Jerry Brown's commission to study the
formation of the two counties, and the Los Angeles County Economy and Efficiency Commission. A scathing editorial by the Los Angeles Times hurt the
fledgling counties' campaigns: "We oppose these measures. Creating the two
new counties would be unfair to all other residences of Los Angeles County."9
The Los Angeles County Economy and Efficiency Commission, came out in

California State Assembly, Office of Policy Research

page 7

Recent Secession Movements From Los Angeles

opposition in their 53 page report because the passage of Propositions C and D
would damage the regional economy of Southern California. New county formation, the commission said, would reorganize the county into a central county on
which the surrounding suburbs would depend for jobs and associated government
services, but to which they would no
longer contribute except through federal
Proposed Peninsula
and state income-transfer programs.
and
Eventually the central area would
collapse financially like New York City
South Bay Counties
and the economic base of the entire
region would decline) 0
The report played the "class warfare"
card by trying to conjure up the fear that
the rich suburbs would leave the urban
masses to their own demise. They even
made some statements in the report that
actually made the case for breaking-up
Los Angeles County. For example the
report stated, "Adding governmental
units to the 875 rigidly defined agencies
now operating in the Los Angeles
metropolitan area would only add to the
present confusion that underlies the
proponents frustration with what they
perceive, correctly to be a costly and
unresponsive government."11
Robert Ryan, a Rancho Palos Verdes
City Council member and a proponent of
the proposed Peninsula County, said,
"Los Angeles County is just too big to
be responsive to diverse public
needs."12

Fig. 7 Los Angeles Times map of the
proposed South Bay (Prop. C) and Peninsula (Prop. D) Counties, who tried to secede
from Los Angeles County in June of 1978.

Jim Walker the chairman of the South
Bay County Committee, argued, that Los .__ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _..
Angeles County had outgrown any reasonable ability to economically provide
responsive services and that a government with only five supervisors, each with
1.5 million constituents, could not be accessible and sensitive to local needs. "I
just happen to think that the realities are that the county's problem is it's just too
big and the way to solve it is to make it smaller."13
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South Bay County Facts
Population:
Size:
Basic LA County Tax Rate:
South Bay County Tax Rate:
Cities:

280,000
42 Square Miles
$4.25 per $100 of Assessed Value (AV)
$2.31 then drop to $1.45/$100 AV

Torrance, Palos Verdes Estates, Redondo Beach, Hermosa
Beach, El Segundo and Manhattan Beach

Table 2

Peninsula County Facts
Population:
Size:
Basic LA County Tax Rate:
South Bay County Tax Rate:
Cities:

Election
Results

Table 4

55,000
19.5 Square Miles
$4.25 per $100 of Assessed Value (AV)
$1.14 I $100 AV

Rolling Hills, Rolling Hills Estates, Rancho Palos Verdes
and some unicorporated areas
Table 3

Proposition C

Proposition D

South Bay County
June6, 1978

Peninsula County
June 6, 1978

Voted in Proposed Area
Yes 53,317 77%
No 16, 171 23%

Voted in Proposed Area
Yes 11,949 80%
No 3,000 20%

Voted in Rest of County
Yes 349,699 27%
No 942,092 73%

Voted in Rest of County
Yes 321,696 25%
No 962,059 75%

Peninsula and South Bay
Counties Summary
Propositions C and D lost by greater margins than both Canyon County initiatives. Perhaps the county voters perceived Canyon County as on the outer fringes
of the county and Peninsula and South Bay Counties as parts of Los Angeles
proper. If a revived effort to breakup Los Angeles County is proposed, the results
from the June 1978, election show that these two areas would vigorously
California State Assembly, Office of Policy Research
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Kern County

Los Angeles
County

San
Bernardino
County

oppose being included in a Los
Angeles Central or Metropolitan
County. Figure 8, shows the
shaded area that represents the two
proposed counties of South Bay
and Peninsula.

Fig. 8 A computer graphic of Los Angeles
County that shows the proposed South Bay
and Peninsula Counties in the shaded
area. South Bay is the Northern most
shaded area and Peninsula the southern
most shaded area.

Managing Los Angeles
The Los Angeles Metropolitan District and surrounding areas that make up Los
Angeles County are managed in different ways by private and public sector entities. This section has included maps or graphics that display how some of these
entities have divided up Los Angeles County.

Kaiser Permanente
and United Way
{~RE.ATER LO{AN<SELES)
East San Fernando,
Santa Clarita and
Antelope Valleys

Fig. 9 Kaiser
Permanente
and The United
Way map of
Greater Los
Angeles County
(Retouched)

California State Assembly, Office ofPolicy Research

Kaiser Permanente Los
Angeles and United Way of
Greater Los Angeles distributed
a document, titled, Community
Health Needs Assessment1995. Their goal stated in the
brochere was to improve the
community's health and well
being and they were soliciting
help from the community. One
question asked was what are the
future health needs of our
community? This graphic (see
Figure 9) shows a retouched and
enhanced Kaiser Permanente
proposal of how to divide the
Greater Los Angeles Area into
seven areas.
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Los Angeles Times
The Los Angeles Times, prior to setting up their World Wide Web Page had a
computer on-line Bulletin Board Service version of their newspaper called Times
Link. It allowed viewers to access Times articles and local information. Los
Angeles County was divided by Times Link geographically into four areas, Los
Angeles Metro, Antelope & Santa Clarita Valley, San Fernando Valley and San
Gabriel Valley.

Fig. 10 A Times Link Connection page that allowed you to graphically access a grouped locality.
The Los Angeles Times divided the area geographically and not by local editions that are
available for home delivery.

Sanitation Districts in Los Angeles County
The County Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County are designed to
construct, operate and maintain facilities to collect, treat and dispose of sewage
and industrial wastes and to provide for disposal and management of solid wastes
including refuse transfer and resource recovery. The agency is made up of26
separate districts working cooperatively under a joint administration agreement

California State Assembly, Office of Policy Research
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with one administrative staff headquartered near Whittier. Each district has a
separate board of directors consisting of the presiding officers of the local jurisdictions located within the district.14 While the sanitation districts are not as clearly
divided as the other examples in this report (see jig. 11), the location of water
reclamation plants, and landfill sites would be essential to the public utility
infrastructure of the seceeding areas and the remnant areas of Los Angeles County.

Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County

PACt;:-

/

C'l

LEGEND
A

Water Reclamation Plant

1m
•

Joint Adminislratlve Offices (JAO)

o

Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP)

•

Transfer Station

"P'

RofUSiHO·Energy
Closed Landfill

!J

Landfill Site

Fig. 11 Map was scanned from the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County
Fact Sheet (retouched and enhanced).
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Conclusion
Many residents of Los Angeles County perceive the region as an unmanageable
ticking time bomb where the urban center is eating out the sustenance of the
surrounding contributing communities. Factors such as the riots that followed the
Rodney King verdict, the near bankruptcy of the county's health system at1d the
continued high level of services provided by the county have convinced many
people that Los Angeles is too big and has too many problems.
One solution for managing Los Angeles could be to break it up. Some
corporations in the private sector have successfully divided up Los Angeles into
manageable units or sections and some government agencies also manage the
county by dividing it up into divisions.
Assemblywoman Paula Boland's AB 2043 would remove the Los Angeles City
Council's power to veto the San Fernando Valley's secession attempt. The City of
Los Angeles opposes AB 2043 and the Los Angeles Times in a May 14, 1996
editorial took an opposing position on the proposal by San Fernando Valley residents to secede from the City of Los Angeles, saying they don't see any evidence
that the secession would produce any benefits for the Valley. 15
The principle issue of AB 2043 is whether a city council, in this case Los
Angeles', should have absolute right to deny 1.3 million residents of the Valley
who live in the annexed area of the City of Los Angeles the right to determine
their own governmental organization.l6
While only a breakup of the City ofLos Angeles is presently being debated in
the public forum, a breakup of Los Angeles County into three or four different
counties may one day become a reality. Movements in proposed Canyon County,
San Gabriel Valley County and San Fernando Valley County may eventually sway
enough public opinion to successfully secede and become independent from the
urban Los Angeles Metropolitan area.
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AB 2043 Local government organization.
BILL NUMBER: AB 2043 AMENDED 05/02/96
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY MAY 2, 1996

INTRODUCED BY Assembly Member Boland
JANUARY 10, 1996
An act to amend Section 57079 of the Government Code, relating to local government organization.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST
AB 2043, as amended, Boland. Local government organization.
Under the Cortese-Knox Local Government Reorganization Act of 1985, if the proposed change of organization is a
city detachment, the conducting authority, not more than 30 days after its hearing on the matter, may by resolution
terminate detachment proceedings. If a proposed reorganization includes the detachment of territory from any city,
the conducting authority, not more than 30 days after the hearing, is required to terminate the proceeding if a
resolution or written protest against the reorganization is filed prior to the conclusion of the hearing by any city
from which territory would be detached or removed.
This bill would make this provision inapplicable in a city with a population of over 2,000,000 persons in specified
circumstances .
Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: no. State-mandated local program: no.
SECTION 1. Section 57079 of the Government Code is amended to read:
57079. (a) Notwithstanding Sections 57075 and 57078, if the proposed change of organization is a city detachment,
the conducting authority, not more than 30 days after the conclusion of the hearing, may by resolution terminate the
detachment proceedings.
(b) Notwithstanding Sections 57075, 57077, and 57078, if a proposed reorganization includes the detachment of
territory from any city, the conducting authority, not more than 30 days after conclusion of the hearing, shall
terminate the proceeding if a resolution or written protest against the reorganization is filed prior to the conclusion
of the hearing by any city from which any portion of the territory of the city would be detached or removed
pursuant to the reorganization.
(c) This section does not apply in a city with a population of over 2,000,000 persons, if the detachment from the
city is part ofa reorganization that includes a city incorporation .
'Senate Home

Page~ Search Bill Text

Senate Rules Committee I California State Senate I WebMaster@sen.ca.gov

AB 3168 Los Angeles County.
BILL NUMBER: AB 3168 INTRODUCED 02/23/96

INTRODUCED BY Assembly Member Martinez
FEBRUARY 23, 1996
An act relating to Los Angeles County.

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST
AB 3168, as introduced, Martinez. Los Angeles County.
Existing law imposes various duties on the Legislative Analyst.
This bill would require the Legislative Analyst to prepare and submit a report to the Legislature and the Governor
no later than July 1, 1997, on the fiscal impact of dividing Los Angeles County into 3 separate counties, as
specified.
Vote: majority. Appropriation: no. Fiscal committee: no. State-mandated local program: no.
SECTION 1. The Legislative Analyst shall prepare and submit a report to the Legislature and the Governor no later
than July 1, 1997, on the fiscal impact of dividing Los Angeles County into three separate counties.
The report shall include an analysis of the economic viability of the three proposed counties, the cost of providing
services and the projected revenues available to the proposed counties, including the total assessed value of all
property located within the boundaries of each proposed county, including unincorporated areas.
The report shall also analyze possible procedures for the orderly and timely transition of service functions and
responsibilities from the existing county to the three proposed counties and a fair, just and equitable distribution of
debt, physical structures, and assets between the three counties.
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California Constitution Article XIII A
The Howard Jarvis I Paul Gann Initiative
Proposition 13
Reprinted from the California State Assembly Rules Committee edition of the
United States and California Constitutions, 1993 edition.

ARTICLE XIII A*
[TAX

LI~IITATIO:-.i]

[Maximum Ad Valorem Tax on Real Property-Apportionment of
Tax Revenues)
SECTION 1. (a) The maximum amount of any ad valorem tax on
real property shall not exceed One percent (1%) of the full cash value
of such property. The one percent (1%) tax to be collected by the
counties and apportioned according to law to the districts within the
counties.

[Exceptions to Limitation]

(b) The limitation provided for in subdivision (a) shall not apply to
ad valorem taxes or special assessments to pay the interest and redemption charges on ( 1) any indebtedness approved by the voters prior to
July 1, 1978, or (2) any bonded indebtedness for the acquisition or
• l'<ew article adopted June 6, 1978. Initiative measure.
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improvement ofreal property approved on or after July 1, 1978, by twothirds of the votes cast by the voters voting on the proposition.
[As amended june 3, 1986.]
[Valuation of Real Property-Appraised Value After 1975
Assessment-Replacement Dwelling]

SEC. 2. (a) The full cash value means the county assessor's valuation of real property as shown on the 1975-76 tax bill under "full cash
value" or, thereafter, the appraised value of real property when purchased, newly constructed, or a change in ownership has occurred after
the 1975 assessment. All real property not already assessed up to the
1975-76 full cash value may be reassessed to reflect that valuation. For
purposes of this section, "newly constructed" does not include real
property which is reconstructed after a disaster, as declared by the
Governor, where the fair market value of the real property, as reconstructed, is comparable to its fair market value prior to the disaster.
Also, the term "newly constructed" shall not include the portion of reconstruction or improvement to a structure, constructed of unreinforced masonry bearing wall construction, necessary to comply with
any local ordinance relating to seismic safety during the first 15 years
following that reconstruction or improvement.
However, the Legislature may provide that under appropriate circumstances and pursuant to definitions and procedures established by
the Legislature, any person over the age of 55 years who resides in
property which is eligible for the homeowner's exemption under subdivision (k) of Section 3 of Article XIII and any implementing legislation may transfer the base year value of the property entitled to exemption, with the adjustments authorized by subdivision (b), to any
replacement dwelling of equal or lesser value located within the same
county and purchased or newly constructed by that person as his or her
principal residence within two years of the sale of the original property.
For purposes of this section, "any person over the age of 55 years" includes a married couple one member of which is over the age of 55
years. For purposes of this section, "replacement dwelling" means a
building, structure, or other shelter constituting a place of abode,
whether real property or personal property, and any land on which it
may be situated. For purposes of this section, a two-dwelling unit shall
be considered as two separate single-family dwellings. This paragraph
shall apply to any replacement dwelling which was purchased or newly
constructed on or after November 5, 1986.
In addition, the Legislature may authorize each county board of supervisors, after consultation with the local affected agencies within the
county's boundaries, to adopt an ordinance making the provisions of
this subdivision relating to transfer of base year value also applicable to
situations in which the replacement dwellings are located in that
county and the original properties are located in another county within
this State. For purposes of this paragraph, "local affected agency"
means any city, special district, school district, or community college
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district which receives an annual property tax revenue allocation. This
paragraph shall apply to any replacement dwelling which was purchased or newly constructed on or after the date the county adopted
the provisions of this subdivision relating to transfer of base year value,
but shall not apply to any replacement dwelling which was purchased
or newly constructed before November 9, 1988.
The Legislature may extend the provisions of this subdivision relating to the transfer of base year values from original properties to replacement dwellings of homeowners over the age of 55 years to severely disabled homeowners, but only with respect to those
replacement dwellings purchased or newly constructed on or after the
effective date of this paragraph.
[Full Cash Value Reflecting Inflationary Rate]

(b) The full cash value base may reflect from year to year the inflationary rate not to exceed 2 percent for any given year or reduction as
shown in the consumer price index or comparable data for the area under taxing jurisdiction, or may be reduced to reflect substantial damage, destruction or other factors causing a decline in value.
["Newly Constructed"]

(c) For purposes of subdivision (a), the Legislature may provide
that the term "newly constructed" shall not include any of the following:
(1) The construction or addition of any active solar energy system.
(2) The construction or installation of any fire sprinkler system,
other fire extinguishing system, fire detection system, or fire-related
egress improvement, as defined by the Legislature, which is constructed or installed after the effective date of this paragraph.
(3) The construction, installation, or modification on or after the effective date of this paragraph of any portion or structural component of
a single or multiple family dwelling which is eligible for the homeowner's exemption if the construction, installation, or modification is for the
purpose of making the dwelling more accessible to severely disabled
person.
(4) The construction or installation of seismic retrofitting improvements or improvements utilizing earthquake hazard mitigation technologies, which are constructed or installed in existing buildings after
the effective date of this paragraph. The Legislature shall define eligible improvements. This exclusion does not apply to seismic safety reconstruction or improvements which qualify for exclusion pursuant to
the last sentence of the first paragraph of subdivision (a).
["Change in Ownership"]

(d) For purposes of this section, the term "change in ownership"
shall not include the acquisition of real property as a replacement for
comparable property if the person acquiring the real property has been
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displaced from the property replaced by eminent domain proceedings,
by acquisition by a public entity, or governmental action which has
resulted in a judgment of inverse condemnation. The real property
acquired shall be deemed comparable to the property replaced if it is
similar in size, utility, and function, or if it conforms to State regulations
defined by the Legislature governing the relocation of persons displaced by governmental actions. The provisions of this subdivision shall
be applied to any property acquired after March 1, 1975, but shall affect
only those assessments of that property which occur after the provisions of this subdivision take effect.
[Disasters-Replacement Property]

(e) Notwithstanding any other provision of this section, the Legislature shall provide that the base-year value of property which is substantially damaged or destroyed by a disaster, as declared by the Governor, may be transferred to comparable property, within the same
county, that is acquired or newly constructed as a replacement for the
substantially damaged or destroyed property.
This subdivision shall apply to any comparable replacement property
acquired or newly constructed on or after July 1, 1985, and to the determination of base-year values for the 1985-86 fiscal year and fiscal
years thereafter.
[Disasters-Replacement Property]
(f) For the purposes of subdivision (e):

(1) Property is substantially damaged or destroyed if it sustains physical damage amounting to more than 50 percent of its value immediately before the disaster. Damage includes a diminution in the value of
property as a result of restricted access caused by the disaster.
(2) Replacement property is comparable to the property substantially damaged or destroyed if it is similar in size, utility, and function to
the property which it replaces, and if the fair market value of the acquired property is comparable to the fair market value of the replaced
property prior to the disaster.
[Real Property Transfers between Spouses]

(g) For purposes of subdivision (a), the terms "purchased" and
"change in ownership" shall not include the purchase or transfer of real
property between spouses since March 1, 1975, including, but not limited to, all of the following:
(1) Transfers to a trustee for the beneficial use of a spouse, or the
surviving spouse of a deceased transferor, or by a trustee of such a trust
to the spouse of the trustor.
(2) Transfers to a spouse which take effect upon the death of a
spouse.
(3) Transfers to a spouse or former spouse in connection with a
property settlement agreement or decree of dissolution of a marriage
or legal separation.

vi

Art. XIII A,

§4

CONSTITUTION OF CALIFORNIA

177

(4) The creation, transfer, or termination, solely between spouses, of
any coowner's interest.
(5) The distribution of a legal entity's property to a spouse or former
spouse in exchange for the interest of the spouse in the legal entity in
connection with a property settlement agreement or a decree of dissolution of a marriage or legal separation.
[Real Property Transfers between Parents and Children]

(h) For purposes of subdivision (a), the terms "purchased" and
"change of ownership" shall not include the purchase or transfer of the
principal residence of the transferor in the case of a purchase or transfer between parents and their children, as defined by the Legislature,
and the purchase or transfer of the first $1,000,000 of the full cash value
of all other real property between parents and their children, as defined by the Legislature. This subdivision shall apply to both voluntary
transfers and transfers resulting from a court order or judicial decree.
[Effectiveness of Amendments]

(i) Unless specifically provided otherwise, amendments to this section adopted prior to November 1, 1988, shall be effective for changes
in ownership which occur, and new construction which is completed,
after the effective date of the amendment. Unless specifically provided
otherwise, amendments to this section adopted after November 1, 1988,
shall be effective for changes in ownership which occur, and new construction which is completed, on or after the effective date of the
amendment. [As amended june 5, 1990, and November 6, 1990.]
[Changes in State Taxes-Vote Requirement]

SECTION 3. From and after the effective date of this article, any
changes in State taxes enacted for the purpose of increasing revenues
collected pursuant thereto whether by increased rates or changes in
methods of computation must be imposed by an Act passed by not less
than two-thirds of all members elected to each of the two houses of the
Legislature, except that no new ad valorem taxes on real property, or
sales or transaction taxes on the sales of real property may be imposed.
[New section adopted june 6, 1978. Initiative measure.]
[Imposition of Special Taxes]

SECTION 4. Cities, Counties and special districts, by a two-thirds
vote of the qualified electors of such district, may impose special taxes
on such district, except ad valorem taxes on real property or a transaction tax or sales tax on the sale of real property within such City, County
or special district. [New section adopted june 6, 1978. Initiative measure.]
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[Effective Date of Article]

SECTION 5. This article shall take effect for the tax year beginning
on July 1 following the passage of this Amendment, except Section 3
which shall become effective upon the passage of this article. [New section adopted june 6, 1978. Initiative measure.]
[Severability]

SECTION 6. If any section, part, clause, or phrase hereof is for any
reason held to be invalid or unconstitutional, the remaining sections
shall not be affected but will remain in full force and effect. [New section adopted june 6, 1978. Initiative measure.]
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Los Angeles
{laws an'-juh-les}
Los Angeles, located on the Pacific coast of southern California, is the seat of Los
Angeles County. With 3,485,398 (1990) inhabitants, Los Angeles is the second most
populous city in the United States, having overtaken Chicago for that position during the
decade of the 1980s with a growth rate of 17.5 percent. Metropolitan Los Angeles
County, with a population of 8,863,164 (1990), stretches eastward for about 160 km (1 00
mi) to the San Gabriel Mountains and includes LONG BEACH, PASADENA, SANTA
MONICA, Beverly Hills, and about 100 other independent cities.
Numerous geologic faults cause periodic tremors, and the strong, dry Santa Ana winds
pose the threat of fires spreading into the brush-covered hills around the city. The climate
of Los Angeles is Mediterranean, with long, dry summers and rain from occasional
winter storms. Annual precipitation averages 305 mm (12 in). Temperatures vary greatly
between the milder coastal areas and the interior. In summer, cool sea air drawn in under
hotter air creates a temperature inversion, trapping air pollutants from industry and the
huge number of automobiles, and causing smog.
About 25 percent of the city's water needs are supplied from local wells; the remainder is
piped in through aqueducts from the Owens River and the Sierra Nevada, from the
Colorado River across the desert from the east, and from the Feather River in northern
California.
Contemporary City
The city's layout today is marked by shopping centers and industrial parks scattered
among tract housing, with the whole tied together by freeways. Public transportation is
poorly developed; the private automobile is almost the sole means of mobility. The
original Los Angeles, "Downtown L.A.," is only one of many commercial centers.
The population is ethnically diverse. According to the 1990 census, 53 percent of the
population is white, a classification that includes many Hispanics. Blacks, who totaled
487,674 persons in 1990, experienced a population decline of more than 3 percent during
the 1980s. Other groups grew very rapidly; Hispanics increased by more than 70 percent,
and Asians and Pacific Islanders increased by 65.5 percent. (The Hispanic increase came
both through migration from Mexico and natural increase.) Japanese Americans have
been integrated into the Anglo-American society and economy. Other groups in the city
include Koreans, Filipinos, Cubans, Chinese, and Vietnamese.
The economy of Los Angeles was once dependent on agriculture, but industry is much
more important today. Modem Los Angeles industry falls largely into two groups:
motion picture, recording, and advertising; aerospace, electronics, engineering. and
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research. Manufactures include automobiles, farm machinery, chemicals, fabricated-metal
products, and textiles. Food processing and printing are also important. Petroleum, first
discovered in 1892, is produced from several fields, and the city has large refineries and
storage "tank farms." The need to ship petroleum spurred construction of the port of Los
Angeles, one of the world's largest artificial harbors.
Included among the many institutions of higher education in the area are the
CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY (1891), the University of Southern
California (1880), Occidental College (1887), and the University of California at Los
Angeles (1881; see CALIFORNIA, STATE UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES OF).
Among the numerous public parks are DISNEYLAND, Griffith Park, and Magic
Mountain. The missions of San Gabriel (1771) and San Fernando (1797), El Pueblo de
Los Angeles Historical Monument, and the WATTS TOWERS are notable landmarks.
The GETTY MUSEUM, the Los Angeles County Museum of Art, the Museum of
Contemporary Art, and the Norton Simon Museum attract many visitors, as do the
Hollywood Bowl and the Music Center for the Performing Arts.
History
The Spaniard Gaspar de PORTOLA camped near the site of Los Angeles in 1769. The
settlement itself was founded in 1781 by Felipe de Neve, who named it El Pueblo de
Nuestra Senora la Reina de los Angeles de Porciuncula (The Town of Our Lady, the
Queen of the Angels ofPorciuncula). U.S. forces won the city in 1847 during the
Mexican War and gained all of California in the same year.
The arrival of two railroads--the Southern Pacific in 1876 and the Santa Fe in 1885-encouraged immigration. Los Angeles's rapid growth continued into the 20th century, and
the city's population tripled between 1900 and 1910. During World War II defense
industries underwent great expansion. The postwar years, however, brought Los Angeles
face-to-face with the problems of older cities, epitomized by the Watts riot of 1965 (see
RACE RIOTS). Recession and defense-spending cutbacks in the late 1980s and early
1990s exacerbated the problems. Notwithstanding the 18-year tenure of a black mayor,
Democrat Torn BRADLEY, Los Angeles exploded again in racial violence in 1992
following the acquittal of four white policemen charged in the beating of a black motorist
(two were convicted in April1993 when all were retried on federal civil rights charges).
In June 1993, Richard Riordan, a white Republican businessman, was elected mayor.
Richard F. Logan
Bibliography: DeMarco, G., A Short History of Los Angeles (1987); Klein, N., and
Schiesl, M., eds., Twentieth Century Los Angeles (1990).
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